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During the course of investigations dealing with

gums and gum-bearing plants it has become increasingly

evident that several of the species involved bear scientific

names which cannot be maintained under the Interna-

tional Rules of Nomenclature. It seems desirable in the

present paper to summarize the nomenclatorial history of

these species and to indicate their correct names. A more
complete synonymy of these, and other species as well,

will be given in a later paper.

Acacia Ehrenbergiana Hayne
{A. flava (Forsk.) Schweinfurth)

In 1827, Hayne described Acacia Ehrenbergiana and
for many years this name was in use for the plant con-

cerned. In 1896, however, Schweinfurth pointed out that

Mimosa flava Forskal (1775) was in reality this species,

and, following the priority rule, he adopted Acacia flava

(Forsk.) Schweinfurth as the correct name. Many au-

thorities have followed this latter course.

Schweinfurth's name, however, cannot be maintained

under the Rules, as it is a later homonym of Acacia

flava Sprengel ex DeCandolIe, and Hayne's name must
be reinstated.
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Acacia Ehrenbergiana Hayne Arzneigewachse

10 (1827) t. 29.

Mimosa flava Forskal Fl. Aejrypt.-Arab. (1775) 176.

Acacia flav a (Forsk. ) Schweinfurth in Hull. Herb.

Boiss. 4, App. 2 (1896) 214, non Sprengel.

Acacia Nefasia (Hochst. ex A.Rich.) Schweinfurth

(A. verugera Schweinfurth)

In 1867, in his "Acacien-arten des Nilgebiets,"

Schweinfurth described Acacia i^crugera as anew species.

Later, in 1896, he pointed out that Inga Nefasia Hoch-

stetter ex A. Richard, formerly considered as a synonym

oi Acacia abyssinica Hochstetter ex Bentham, was ac-

tually this species. The new combination which Schwein-

furth made at that time seems to have been overlooked

by many authorities.

Acacia Nefasia ( Hochst. eoc A.Rich. ) Schtveinfurth

in Bull. Herb. Boiss. 4, App. 2 (1896) 209.

Inga Nefasia Hochstetter ex A.Richard Tent. Fl.

Abyss. 1 (1847) 287.

Acacia verugera Schweinfurth in Linnaea 35 (1867)

340, tt. 9, 10.

Acacia nilotica ( L. ) JJelile

(A.arabica (Lam.) W^illd.)

In the Species Plantarum (1753), Linnaeus included

under the genus Mimosa two species, M.scorpioides and

M.nilotica. Intlie second edition of the Species Planta-

rum (17<>3), Linnaeus combined these two under Mimosa

nilotica. In 1783, Lamarck in his Fncyclopedie, a])par-

ently believing that Linnaeus had confused two different

species under this name, listed Mimosa nilotica and also

described a new species Mimosa arabica.

In the fourth edition of the Species Plantarum (1806),

[ 94 ]



Willdenow, the first to propose subdividing the large

Linnean genus Mimosa, transferred the species under con-

sideration to Acacia. He listed A.arabica, but for some
reason revived an old epithet of Bauhin's, vera, instead

of accepting nilotica as the specific epithet. This treat-

ment of Willdenow 's, recognizing Acacia arabica and

Acacia vera, was generally followed by botanists until

Bentham's revision of the Mimosae appeared in 1842.

In 1813, however, Delile in his Florae Aegyptiacae

Illustratio published the combination Acacia riilotica

based on Mimosa nilotica Linnaeus.

In 1842, George Bentham contributed a series of

papers to Hooker's London Journal of Botany entitled

"Notes on the Mimosae with a synopsis of the species.

"

In this work the author maintains only one of the two

species under discussion, Acacia arabica, stating (page

500):

This very variable species should probably include the Acacia

Nilotica, and A. vera of different authors, if, as is maintained by many,

the downy or smootli pod is not a specific distinction."

Bentham goes on to describe four varieties, based on

the principal forms of the species which he had seen.

These varieties are a tomentosa, ^ Kraussiana, y nilotica

and 8 in die a.

Bentham further stated his position in regard to Aca-

cia arabica in his "Revision of the Sub-order Mimosae""

which appeared in 1875 in Vol. 30 of the Transactions

of the Linnean Society of London. Here (page 506) he

writes

:

The spiecimens of this plant show so great a diversity in the in-

dumentum, the spines, the number of pinnae, and even in the fruit,

that I should readily have adopted its proposed division into at least

four species could I have ascertained any consistency or correlation

in the different ciiaracters."
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In this work the varieties proposed in 1842 are cited

as synonyms of Acacia arabica, as are Acacia Adansonii

Guillemin c^ Perrottet and Mimosa adstringeus Schu-

macher \: Thonning.

The greater number of botanical works since the ap-

pearance of Bentham's first work have followed his inter-

])retation oi Acacia arabica as a widespread, polymorphic

species with several well marked variants. Several author-

ities, however, have considered the variety niJotica to be

a good species ; a few have raised still others of Hentham's

varieties to specific rank.

The immediate (question that confronts us is the cor-

rect name under the Rules for the aggregate species.

Four specific epithets are involved, arabica, 7iilotica,

scorpioidcs and vera.

Acacia vera Willdenow^ can be ruled out at once as

an illegitimate name. It was superfluous when published

since Mimosa ni/otica Linnaeus, a valid name in all re-

spects, was already in existence.

Acacia arabica (Lam.) Willdenow unfortunately

must also be discarded. ^Vhen Hentham united A. arab-

ica (1783) and yi.vcra (lH0i])[A.7iilotica (1753)] as Acacia

arabica, he failed to take up the oldest legitimate epithet,

ni/otica. Furthermore, Bentham reduced an older specific

name {ni/ofica 17.>3) to varietal rank under a species of a

later date of publication {arabica 1783). This is not per-

missable under the present Rules. The conditions must

be reversed with Acacia nilotica adopted as the name for

the species, while A. arabica is reduced to varietal status.

Thus for two reasons it becomes necessary to replace

Acacia arabica hy .icacia nilotica (L. ) Delile.

The situation is further complicated by the existence

of 3fimosa scorpioidcs Linnaeus. At the time when some

^Acacia vera Clarsault V\\i. I'l. Anini. Med. (iTtU) t. P,") ; Descr.

PI. Aiiim. (l7<i7) t>S is an accidental binomial and has no standing.
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authorities recognized page priority this was considered

to be the earliest vaUd name for the arabica complex.

W.F.Wight in 1905, and A.Chevalierin 1927, each pub-

lished the combination Acacia scoryioides, and the latter

made several varietal transfers. The International Rules

as amended at Amsterdam in 1935 invalidate page pri-

ority and the choice of epithets must be governed by

Article 5Q. This states that when two groups of the same
rank are united, and the names and epithets are of the

same date, the author who first unites the two has the

right of choosing one of the names and his choice must

be followed. Linnaeus himself united scorpioides and ?ii-

lotica (both 1753) undiev nilotic a \ consequently the latter

epithet must be utilized.

From all points of view it appears necessary to take

up Acacia iiilotica (L. ) Delile in place of the more ^^-

\n\\'v<i\: Acacia arahica (Lam.) Willdenow. This procedure

has already been followed by some authorities. Among
them may be mentioned Fiori, Boschi e piante legn.

Eritrea (1912) 159 —Fawcett and Rendle, Fl. Jamaica 4

(1920) 139—Hritton and Wilson, Sci. Survey Puerto

Rico & Virgin Islands (1928) 354 —Britton and Rose in

No. Amer. Fl. 23 (1928) 85—Chiovenda, Fl. Somal. 2

(1932) 202.

The correct nomenclature of this polymorphic species

with the essential synonymy and necessary varietal trans-

fers follows

:

Acacia nilotica (LJ Delile Fl. Aegypt. 111. (1813)

31.

Mimosa nilotica Linnaeus Sp. PL (1753) 521.

Mimosa scoryioides Linnaeus Sp. PL (1753) 521.

Mimosa arabica Lamarck Encycl. 1 (1783) 19.

Acacia arabica (Lam.) AVilldenow Sp. PL 4 (180G)

1085.
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Acacia vera Willdenow Sp. PI. 4 (180G) 1085.

Acacia scorpioides (L. ) W. F. Wight in Contrib. U. S.

Nat. Herb. 9 (1905) 173 in adnot.

var. typica —Fiori Boschi e piante legn. Eritrea

(1912) 160.

Mimosa ni/otica Linnaeus Sp. PI. (1758) 521.

Acacia vera AVilldenow Sp. PI. 4 (1806) 1085.

Acacia nilotica (L.) Delile Fl. Aegypt. 111. (1813) 31.

Acacia arabica (Lam.) Willd. var. Nilotica (L.)

13entham in Hooker London Journ. Bot. 1 (1842)

500.

Acacia scorpioides (L.) W. F. Wight var. nilotica (L. )

A. Chevalier in Bull. Soc. Bot. France 74 (1927) 954.

var. tomentosa ( BcnthJ A.F.Hill comb. nov.

Acacia arabica (Lam.) Willd. var. tomentosa Ben-

tham in Hooker London Journ. Bot. 1 (1842) 500.

Acacia arabica sensu Guillemin (Sc Perrottet Fl. Sen-

eg. Tent. 1 (1832) 250 et auct. Afr. plur.

Acacia nilotica (L.) Delile var. arabica (Lam.) Fiori

Boschi e piante legn. Fritrea (1912) 160.

Acacia scorpioides (L.) W. F. Weight var. pubescens

A. Chevalier in Bull. Soc. Bot. France 74 (1927) 954

(varietal epithet, a lapsus calami for tomentosa, incor-

rectly attributed to Bentham).

Fiori (1912), while correct in reducing Acacia arabica

to varietal status under Acacia nilotica, failed to take up

for the new combination the earliest available varietal

epithet, i.e. tomentosa Bentham.

var. Kraussiana (Be nth.) A.F.Hill comb. nov.

Acacia arabica (Lam.) Willd. var. Kraussiana Ben-

tham in Hooker London Journ. Bot. 1 (1842) 500.

Acacia Bcnthami Dellochebrune Toxicol. Afr. 2

(1898) 192, non Meisner.
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Those authorities who consider this variety to be a

good species cannot utilize DeRochebrune's name, since

it is a later homonym of Acacia Benthami Meisner.

var. indica (Benth.) A.F.Hill comb. mm.
Acacia arabica (Lam.) Willd. var. Indica Bentham
in Hooker London Journ. Bot. 1 (1842) 500.

Mimosa arabica Roxburgh 1*1. Corom. 1 (1795) 1. 149.

Acacia arabica sensu Wight & iVrnott Prodr. Fl.

Penin. Ind. Or. 1 (1834) 277 et auct. Ind. plur.

var. Adansoniana (Dubard) A.F.Hill comb. nov.

Acacia arabica (Lam.) AVilld. var. Adansoniana Du-
bard in Henry & AmmannAcacias a Tanin (1918) 8.

Mimosa adstringcns Schumacher & Thonning Beskr,

Guin. PI. (1827) 327.

cicada Adansonii Guillemin (Sc Perrottet Fl. Seneg.

Tent. 1 (1832) 249.

Acacia arabica (Lam. ) Willd. var. Adansonii (Guill.

k Perr. ) A. Chevalier in Expl. Bot. Afr, Occ. Fr. 1

(1920) 244.

Acacia scorpioides (L.) W. F. Wight var. adstringcns

(Schum. & Thonn.) A. Chevalier in Bull. Soc. Bot.

France 74 (1927) 956.

Acacia arabica (I^am.) Willd. var. adstringcns

(Schum. & Thonn.) E.G.Baker Legum. Trop. iVfr.

(1930) 849.

Acacia nilotica (L. ) Delile var. adstringcns (Schum.

& Thonn.) Chiovenda Fl. Somal. 2 (1932) 202.

Mimosa adstringcns (1827) and Acacia Adansonii

(1832) are clearly synonymous. The earlier epithet, how-
ever, is not available for use under Acacia since the re-

sulting combination would be a later homonym oi' Acacia

adstringcns Martins. Acacia .Idansonii Guillemin & Per-

rottet consequently is the correct name for this variant
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when considered of specific rank. When reduced to va-

rietal rank, the earliest epithet applied in the new rank is

Adausoniann Diibard. lender the Rules this must be

adopted rather than either adstriugens or . I dan, so nit.

Acacia Orfota (Forsk.) Schweinfurth

(./. nuhica Bentham)

Bentham described Acacia nubica as a new species in

1842. In 189(>, Schweinfurth pointed out that Forskal

had described the same plant in 1775 as Mimosa orfota.

Following the rule of priority Schweinfurth made the

correct combination .icacia Orfota (Forsk.) Schwein-

furth, a name which seems to have been rather generally

overlooked by botanists.

Acacia Orfota (Forsk.) Schweinfurth in Hull.

Herb. Boiss. 4, App. 2 (1896) 213.

Mimosa orfota Forskal F'l. Aegypt.-Arab. (1775) 177.

Acacia nithica Bentham in Hooker London Journ.

Bot. 1 (1842) 498.

Acacia Raddiaxa G. Savi

(./. torti/is Hayne)

In northern and northeastern Africa there occur two

closely related acacias with spirally twisted legumes

which have been passing as Acacia tortilis Hayne and

Acacia spirocarpa I lochstetter ex A. Richard. The fortncr

is a species ranging from the Anglo- Egyptian Sudan,

across the Libyan and Nubian deserts to the French Su-

dan, Senegambia and northern Nigeria. The latter occurs

in Arabia, Nubia, the Anglo- Kgyptian Sudan, Eritrea,

Tanganyika and Kenya. Burtt-Davy, in discussing these

two species (in Kew lUill. 1980: 402), states that they

may represent two species which have hj^bridizcd, or an

aggregate species with a tendency to geogra])hic segre-
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gation. In either event they are distinct enough to war-

rant their continued maintenance as separate species, with

intermediate variants.

Acacia tortllis was pubhshed by Hayne in 1827, based

on Mimosa tortilis Forskal, which appeared in the Flora

Aegyptiaco-Arabica (1775) together with a very short

description. Hayne's name has continued in general use,

even though the true identity of Forskal's plant, on which

it was based, has long been in doubt.

In 1867, Schweinfurth (in Linnaea 35: 328) wrote

as follows in regard to the identity of this plant:

Ob die von Hayne. . .zuerst beschriebene und abgebildete A.

/or////.vrnit dem Mimosa tortilis Forskal's. . .identisch sei, lasst sich ohne

Original-Exemplare nicht entscheiden, da, nach der Beschreibung zu

urtheilen, unter diesen Namen ebenso gut die Var. a der Acacia spi-

rocnrpn gemeint sein konnte. "

Bentham, in 1875 (in Trans. I^innean Soc. London
30: 505), stated that Mimosa toriilis Forskal "must be

either A.spirocarpa or A. tortilis; the character given is

insufficient for determination." He included Forskal's

name in the synonymy of A.spi7'ocarpa.

Schweinfurth again commented on this problem in

189G (in Bull. Herb. Boiss. 4, App. 2: 207) stating:

Mimosa tortilis F. . .ist wahrscheinlich mit A.spirocarpa H. iden-

tisch ; die allzukurze Diagnose gestattet es indessen nicht, die Mog-
lichkeit auszuschliessen, dass darunter A. tortilis Hayne zu verstehen

sei."

He also cited
'

' ^.Mimosa tortilis Fk.
'

' in the synonymy
of A . spirocarpa.

Burtt-Davy (in Kew Bull. 1930: 404) gives Mimosa
tortilis Forsk. ? in the synonymy of A. tortilis, but quotes

Bentham's statement that Mimosatortilis Forskal "must
be either A.spirocarpa or A. tortilis.''''
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In 1927, A. Chevalier (in Rev. Hot. Appl. 8: 125)

questioned the vahdity of Acacia torti/h Ha3^ne; dis-

carded it on tlie crround that JMimosa forfi/is Forskal was

a iiometi nudum; and adopted in its stead cicada fascic-

ulata Guilleniin iSi Perrottet.

In 1933, Maire (in Mem. Soc. Hist. Nat. Afr. Nord

3: 118) pointed out that Acacia fasciculata (iuillemin &
Perrottet was itself untenable as it was a later homonym
of both A .fasciculata Kunth and A. fasciculata R. Hrown

:

and adopted Acacia Raddiana G. Savi with wliieh to

replace Acacia tortilis Hayne, a procedure which Chev-

alier followed in 1934 (in Rev. Hot. Appl. 14:881).

Maire, however, did not discard Acacia tortilis Hayne

for the same reason that Chevalier did. He did not con-

sider that 3Iimosa tortilis Forskal was a nomcn nudum in

view of the fact that a description, even though a meagre

one, accompanied the publication of the name. Maire's

action was prompted by his belief that Forskal's name

applied to a different species from the one Hayne had de-

scribed, i.e. to A.spirocarpa Hochstetter ex x\. Richard

rather than to A. tortilis Hayne ; and further, that Hayne

had erroneously ap])lied the original epithet in its new

position. This belief was based in part on Christensen's

"Index to Forsskal : Flora Aegyptiaco-Arabica 1775,

with a Revision of the Herbarium Forsskal,'' and in part

on a personal letter from Christensen in which the latter

corroborated his published statement.

Christensen's published commentary (in Dansk Hot.

Arkiv 4 (1922) 29) is not entirely clear:

"82. fMimosa tortilis —Acacia tortilis (Forsk.) Ilayne (A.spi-

rocarpa Hochst. ; Scliwf. Beitr. '207)."

It is no wonder that Maire asked Christensen for

further confirmation, which he received in a letter to

which he refers (I.e. 118 /// adnot):
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Cette identite ne ressortait pas nettement de la publication de

Christensen (index to P. Forskal : Flora. .). Mais Christensen a bien

voulu nous preciser par lettre que le specimen de M.torti/is de Forskal

a bien les legumes pubescents et est absolument identique a 1' A.spi-

rocarpa/'

Since Christensen had access to Forskars herbarium

he was in a much better position to pass accurately on

the identity of Mimosa tortilis than any of his predeces-

sors, and his conclusions should carry more weight. In

view of this, Maire's action in taking up Acacia Raddiana

G.Savi for the plant which has been passing as Acacia

tortilis Hayne is entirely logical. It is also necessary (see

below) to adopt Acacia tortilis (Forsk.) Hayne in place

of Acacia spirocarpa Hochstetter ex A.Richard.

In taking up Acacia Raddiana G.Savi for the plant

which has been passing as Acacia tortilis Hayne, new
varietal combinations will be necessary. The nomencla-

ture of the species and its varieties follows

:

Acacia Raddiana G.Savi Sopra alcune Acacie egiz.

(1880) 1.

Acacia tortilis Hayne Arzneigewachse 10 (1827) t.

31, quoad plantam non quoad nomen ; et auct. plur.

Acacia fasciculata Guillemin h Perrottet Fl. Seneg.

Tent. 1 (1832) 252, non Kunth, nee R. I3rown.

var. crinita f Chiov. ) A.F. Hill comb. nov.

Acacia tortilis Hayne var. crinita Chiovenda Coll.

Bot. Stef. PaoU 1 (1916) 71.

var. pubescens ( A. Chev. ) A.F.Hill comb, nov.

Acacia tortilis Hayne var. pubescens A. Chevalier in

Bull. Soc. Bot. France 74 (1927) 9G0.

Acacia fasciculata Guill. & Perr. var. pubescens A.

Chevalier in Rev. Bot. Appl. 8 (1928) 124.

Acacia tortilis Hayne var. pubescens Aylmer ex Burtt-

Davy in Kew Bull. 1930 : 402.
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Acacia i'hrminalis (Salisb.) Macbride

{A. data A. Cunningham)

When Macbride took up Salisbury's name for this

plant in 1917 on tlie basis of prioritJ^ he wrote (in Contrib.

Gray Herb. 59: 7): "It seems reasonably certain that

Salisbury described the plant named much later by Cun-

ninjnrham. " In spite of the fact that this new combination

was published over twenty years ago it seems to have

been entirely overlooked by botanists.

Acacia terminalis (Salisb. ) Macbride in Contrib.

Gray Herb. 59 (1917) 7.

Mimosa tcrmifiaiis Salisbury Prodr. (1796) 325.

Acacia data A. Cunningham in Hooker London

Journ. Bot. 1 (1842) 383.

Acacia tortilis ( Forsk. ) Haync
{.l.spirocarpa Hochst. ex A.Richard)

In our discussion of yicacia Raddiana G.Savi it was

pointed out that when Haj^ne published cicada tortilis,

based on Mimosa tortilis Forskal, he applied the specific

epithet erroneously in its new position to a different plant.

Article 54. of the International Rules of Nomenclature

provides that : "When, on transference to another genus,

the specific epithet has been applied erroneously in its

new position to a different plant, the new combination

must be retained for the plant on which the epithet was

originally based."

Maire (in Mem. Soc. Hist. Nat. Afr. Nord 3 (1933)

118) was the first to point out that under the Rules the

combination Acacia tortilis must be used in place of

Acacia spirocarpa Hochstetter ex A. Richard. He writes :

"Or Tetude du sprciinen origcinal de P'orsUal a permis h Christ-

ensen d'l'tablir I'identite de la plante de cet auteur avec V Acacia spi-

rocarpa Hochst. ill Rich. Ce dernier doit done prendre, en conforniite
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avec les regies de la nomenclature le nom d'' Acacia torti/is (Forsk.)

Christensen in litteris ; non Hayne."

In 1935 at Amsterdam, Article 54 was amplified to

provide that the new combination "must be attributed

to the author who first published it." Consequently the

correct name, as the Rules now stand, for the familiar

Acacia spirocarpa Hochstetter ex xV. Richard is Acacia

tortilis (Forsk.) Hayne.

It is unfortunate that two names of such long standing

as Acacia tortilis Hayne and A. spirocarpa Hochstetter

ex A. Richard cannot be maintained with their familiar

connotation, but this is impossible. Perhaps at some fu-

ture date the situation may be clarified. In 1934., Chev-

alier (in Rev. Bot. Appl. 14: 882), commenting on

Acacia spirocarpa, made the following suggestive state-

ment :

II semble que e'est une espece tres peu distincte de A.Raddiana

et le nom de A. tortilis Hayne est sans doute a conserver comme espece

lineenne englobant les deux bonnes precedentes commesousespeces. "

The essential nomenclature of this species and its

variety follows

:

Acacia tortilis (Forsk.) Hayne Arzneigewachse

10 (1827) t. 31, quoad nomen non quoad plantam.

Mimosa tortilis Forskal Fl. Aegypt.-Arab. (1775)

176.

Acacia spirocarpa Hochstetter ex A. Richard Tent.

Fl. Abyss. 1 (1847) 239.

Acacia spirocarpa Hochst. ex A.Rich, var. ^ major

Schweinfurth in Linnaea 35 (1867) 323, t.5.

var. minor (Schweinf.) A.F.Hill comb. nov.

Acacia spirocarpa Hochst. ex A.Rich, var. a minor

Schweinfurth in Linnaea 35 (1867) 323, tt. 4, 6.

Acacia ffummif era Delile Fl. Aegypt. 111. (1813)31,

non WiUd.
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